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During my youth I rather leaned toward the prognosis that the Jews of different countries would be assimilated and that the Jewish question would thus disappear in a quasi-automatic fashion. The historical development of the last quarter of a century has not confirmed this perspective … .The Jewish question, I repeat, is indissolubly bound up with the complete emancipation of humanity. (Interview with Leon Trotsky). 2 Did universalism prepare the way for the antisemitism to come? Our answer may appear equivocal. We do not accept the judgment that the universalism of Enlightenment and the modern revolutionary tradition was simply a failure, but we do recognise that one function of universalism was to represent Jews as the embodiment of the particular and the enemy of humanity. Our conviction, though, is that a universalism that creates its own 'other' ends up as no universalism at all. This was not only, of course, a theoretical question. The reconstruction of the Jewish question had real consequences both for those designated as the other of the universal and for the wider democratic culture. The idea that the multiple problems of modernity could be solved by emptying the world of Jews was taken up with enthusiasm and urgency by antisemitic movements in the latter part of the nineteenth century; it turned out to have extraordinary mobilising power and to appeal to a wide range of political actors. If the legal recognition of Jews was being accomplished in most countries of Western Europe by the end of the 1870s, though not in the East, this was far less true of social recognition of Jews. The emancipation of Jews became an object of multiple resentments, which found political expression in the conceptualisation of the term 'antisemitism' itself as a self-identity and signifier of pride, and in the Europe-wide growth of antisemitic movements and parties.
'Antisemitism' was more than a new name for an old phenomenon; it was also the banner under which diverse hostilities toward Jewish emancipation could be mobilised; a reactive response to the equal treatment of a people not accepted as social equals. It gave a name to the belief that the harmfulness of Jews was made worse by their newfound invisibility and it stood for the restoration of a 'natural' hierarchy in society, in which the subordinate status of Jews would be restored through the enforcement of social and political distinctions. 'Antisemitism' presented the harmfulness of Jews no longer as a transitory and changeable characteristic but as the unalterable quality of their Jewishness. The continuing existence of the Jewish question post-emancipation appeared in the antisemitic imagination as evidence that the corruption of Jews was ineradicable and that the solution to the Jewish question required a harder edge than that of mere 'improvement' through processes of emancipation. Those who prided themselves as antisemites increasingly looked to the hard edges of internal exclusion, external expulsion or in extremis extermination.
The rise of antisemitism posed specific problems for emergent Marxist movements after Marx. Marxists generally rejected antisemitism, its essentialist contention that the harm caused by Jews was due to an unalterable Jewishness, and its repressive solutions to the problems it imagined; yet rejection of the 'immoderate' methods of posing and solving the problem did not mean repudiating their views on what is wrong or indeed 'repulsive' about them. Many Marxists were still tempted to explain antisemitism in terms of the harm Jews continued to inflict on society and to look to improvement in the behaviour of Jews as at least the first step in the struggle to do away with antisemitism. The description of antisemitism as the 'socialism of fools', usually attributed to the German Marxist August Bebel, was an evocative expression of Marxism's critical response to the rise of the phenomenon but was understood in some quarters as endorsing the view that antisemitism was a kind of socialism, albeit a foolish kind, and that it contained a kernel of truth that was a matter of concern for socialists as well as for antisemites.
3 So while Marxists generally opposed antisemitism, they were also tempted to revive the assumptions of the Jewish question in their very way of understanding and responding to it. This is why Marxists could be as critical of 'philosemites' as of antisemites: while the latter made the problem worse by naturalising Jewish defects and declaring 'no more Jews', the former seemed to obscure the very real and corrosive social harms committed by Jews -especially, as Nietzsche put it, by the 'stock-exchange Jew' on the one hand and the 'ugliness of the recently immigrated Polish and Russian, Hungarian and Galician Jews' 4 on the other. This is also why the self-confidence of Marxism was that its own universalistic principles were incompatible with antisemitism and that the idea of a 'left antisemitism' was an impossible oxymoron, even as they re-affirmed the demand that the Jews must abandon their harmful habits and traits.
Marxism and the Jewish question
We have argued that Marx challenged the view that Jewish emancipation should be made dependent on the condition that Jews abandon their Judaism or on the hope that Jews surrender their identity as Jews as the quid pro quo of civic equality. At the same time Marx and Engels confirmed the cosmopolitan credo that the working class has no country: 'The nationality of the worker is neither French, nor English, nor German, it is labour, free slavery, self-huckstering. His government is neither French, nor English, nor German, it is capital'. 5 They seemed to have an optimistic assessment of the empirical state of working-class consciousness when they wrote that 'the great mass of the proletarians are, by their nature, free from national prejudice and their whole disposition and movement is essentially humanitarian, anti-nationalist', 6 but the normative conception of human community on which this assessment was based was to look for solidarities beyond the division of the world into separate nations.
7 They doubtless mistook the wish for the deed when they argued that 'national differences and antagonisms between people are daily more and more vanishing' and that 'national one-sidedness and narrow-mindedness become more and more impossible', 8 but their normative concern was to encourage class solidarity both within and across national boundaries -a solidarity imperilled by the appeal of rival nationalisms. In the revolutions of 1848, for example, they were critical of German revolutionaries who resisted the application of the right of national self-determination they claimed for themselves being applied to Danes, Poles, Italians and Czechs, and they led the internationalist section of the left in opposing any such divisive expressions of German nationalism. 9 They recognised the existence of national distinctions but refused to give them privileged status and challenged the dichotomy between 'universal' and 'non-historic' nations ('us' and 'them').
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After Marx, however, orthodox Marxism took a nationalist turn, which was fateful in terms of its understanding of the Jewish question. In a context in which Jewish minorities were becoming increasingly vulnerable as the result of the growth of antisemitism and decline of the nation state, international solidarity with Jews became ever more vital. The situation was described thus by the writer, Joseph Roth:
Every nationality within Austria-Hungary pressed its claim on the basis of its 'territory'. Only the Jews … had no territory of their own. In Galicia the majority of them were neither Poles nor Ruthenians. However, anti-Semitism was to be found equally among Germans and Czechs, Poles and Ruthenians, Magyars and Romanians in Transylvania. They managed to refute the proverb that says that when two quarrel, the third is always the winner. The Jews were always the third party and they always lost.
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The devaluing of cosmopolitanism and revaluing of the Jewish question combined to disfigure Marxist opposition to antisemitism and in some cases to make its own contribution to the antisemitic canon. The critical stance adopted by Marx and Engels was not entirely abandoned, but repeated attempts were made to replace the critique of nationalism with distinctions between progressive and reactionary forms of nationalism. 12 The most influential of these distinctions was the opposition, endorsed by Lenin, between the 'nationalism of the oppressor' and the 'nationalism of the oppressed'. Lenin's own argument was partly instrumental, advanced in the hope that Marxists might be able to join forces with national resistance to Tsarist imperial rule, and partly empirical, based on the imperial division of the world between colonisers and colonised. The reification of this situated theory into a general doctrine, however, fell to Joseph Stalin who contrived a set of 'mathematical formulae' to determine who constituted a nation and what kind of nation they constituted. 13 One of the effects of this move was to facilitate the old refrain that the Jews were not a nation and could not form one. This paradigm was to find its exemplar in the portrayal of Russia as the universal nation whose own interests corresponded with the general interests of world proletariat and the corresponding portrayal of the Jews as a mere semblance of a nation, in reality 'rootless cosmopolitans'.
Of course, not all Marxists at all times were prepared to abandon Marx's cosmopolitan outlook. Rosa Luxemburg, for example, is well known for stressing the dangers of nationalism: that it created barriers between workers, since it promoted the primacy of national identities and made loyalty to the nation a supreme political value. She maintained that it turned the right of nations to self-determination into a warrant for new states to oppress minorities in their midst -a warrant that was to have serious consequences for Jews, who were minorities in both old and new states.
14 Whereas the Marxist mainstream formally offered uncritical support for a general 'right of nations to self-determination', Luxemburg tempered this doctrine by arguing that while self-determination is a democratic right and essential to struggles against imperial domination, it was being perverted as a thoroughly undemocratic justification for nationalist elites to try to construct homogenous populations with a uniform sense of identity. In the aftermath of the First World War, which Luxemburg had opposed from a broadly cosmopolitan perspective, the newly formed nation states of Central and Eastern Europe manifested just such a drive to homogenise populations and do what was necessary to achieve it, including the exclusion of minorities deemed to belong to other nations or, as in the case of the Jews, to no nation at all. 15 In this context Luxemburg re-affirmed the significance of Marx's critique of the 19 The central object of their rage was the 'Judeo-Bolshevik' enemy that had supposedly caused Germany's defeat and had now to be exterminated. 20 Nazism built on the ideological matrix within which the counter-revolutionary Right operated, and provided ways of organising otherwise fractured groupings. 21 How did Marxist movements respond?
Marxism and the final solution
Mainstream Marxism, both in its reformist and revolutionary wings, was opposed to antisemitism and to the antisemitic parties, but did not understand the central role played by antisemitism for the counter-revolution. The temptation to think that there was a 'Jewish question' for society to 'solve' helps explain the reluctance of Marxists, whether Social Democrats or Communists, to make the struggle against antisemitism any kind of priority in spite of the fact that it was being radicalised and pushed to the fore by the Nazis. Inside Germany, neither wing of the Marxist movement appeared to think that antisemitism was central to the Nazi agenda. Both decided it did not call for specific rebuttal and rarely took direct action on this issue. 22 The Social Democrats produced little propaganda to challenge the antisemitic arguments of the Nazis in the last years of the Weimar republic, and the party's attitude appears to have been shaped by fears that it would be over-identified with Jews. 23 Once the Nazis came to power, the underground was instructed not to prioritise the issue on the grounds that antisemitism was more popular than originally estimated and that it would make the work of the resistance more difficult. Klaus Mann, though not himself a member of the Social Democratic Party, spoke for many on the non-Communist left when he too argued in 1941 that 'antisemitism has already played too predominant a part in our propaganda … it is a dangerous mistake to overemphasise this one particular angle'. 24 The German Communists had a still more problematic record in resisting antisemitism and flirted on several occasions with antisemitic discourse. In 1923 one of its leaders, Ruth Fischer, encouraged Nazi students 'to crush the Jewish capitalists, and hang them from the lamp posts', although she went on to urge them to hang other capitalists too. 25 In the early 1930s, the Communist Party produced leaflets depicting Hitler in league with Jewish capitalists. 26 In the Communist underground, no significant efforts were made to confront antisemitism and it was not until Kristallnacht that the party's paper Die Rote Fahne gave the issue any prominence. 27 By the time of this state-sponsored violence, Jews had already been systematically removed from the German economy, polity and society.
As the Nazi assault moved beyond the borders of the German nation state to encompass Jews across Europe, and as the threat Jews faced from antisemitism was extended to their survival as members of the human species, Nazi antisemitism acquired what Saul Friedländer has called a 'redemptive' character. 28 It articulated a picture of 'the Jews' as a profound danger, not to Germany alone but to Europe, the Aryan race and humanity. Only through the elimination of the Jews could the 'Jewish question' be 'solved' and humanity made whole again. Nazi antisemitism was a global project, nurtured inside one nation state and then broadened out to eliminate Jews from the world. German Marxists were not alone in failing to respond to the threat posed by Nazi antisemitism, but at a time when the legacy of Marx's critique of the Jewish question was most urgently needed, it was ignored, distorted or squandered. Resistance to the assault on Jews was circumscribed within a frame of reference that did not make what was happening to Jews a priority. For example, when Jews in France were being deported to the camps, the Communist Resistance was still reluctant to make antisemitism a major issue, and no propaganda was produced to highlight what was being done to the Jews in France or elsewhere. Recent research has corroborated that the Communist underground press effectively kept 'total silence … even when an antisemitic propaganda campaign was launched and even when it directly targeted the resistance' and that 'throughout the occupation, the resistance spared no effort to prove that its members had not signed up to the goal of defending the Jews'. 29 There is compelling evidence that Jewish leadership of Communist resistance was seen as an embarrassment once the Communist parties adopted a super-patriotic line on instruction from Moscow in 1943, the year of the Comintern's official dissolution. The universalism which underpinned the commitment of Jews to the Communist resistance had been tested to the extreme at the time of the Nazi-Soviet pact and led to some Jews leaving the Party in disgust; now it was seen by the Stalinist leadership as such a potent source of disloyalty that they gave orders for Jewish Communist resistance groups in Paris and Toulouse to be betrayed to the Gestapo. 30 None of this is to ignore 'the hand of compassion' offered to Jews by individuals and groups in extremely demanding conditions, 31 but if there was a politics shared by these rescuers, it was informed less by Marxism than by a basic sense of cosmopolitan solidarity with Jews as fellow human beings.
The strategic responses of Marxists organised in Communist Parties were designed and directed from the Soviet Union, even if they were interpreted and applied at the local level. Here the refusal to face up to antisemitism, especially as it became genocidal, was to have disastrous consequences. One effect of the Nazi-Soviet pact of 1939, which allowed Hitler to fight a war of aggression against Poland with Soviet help, was that it was also effectively an arrangement with the most powerful antisemite in the world, which opened the way for the destruction of the largest homeland of Jews in the world. 32 Stalin was well aware of Hitler's antisemitism, as indicated by his decision to fire his Jewish Commissar for Foreign Affairs, Maxim Litvinov, and replace him with the non-Jewish Russian Vyacheslav Molotov, in order to negotiate this agreement. By this time, many Jews had a developed sense of what was in stock for them. Five years of accelerating antisemitic repression in Germany had been followed by shocking violence against Jews in Austria after the Anschluss and in Czechoslovakia when it too was annexed. When news of the Molotov-Ribbentrop pact came through to the Zionist World Congress, everyone there understood what it meant for Jews. Chaim Weizmann, leader of the General Zionists, closed the congress with the words: 'Friends, I have only one wish: that we all remain alive'. 33 The secret protocols of the German-Soviet agreement meant that the heartland of world Jewry in East Europe would quickly become the most dangerous place in the world for Jews. When Stalin said that the Molotov-Ribbentrop pact was an alliance 'signed in blood', he signally failed to note that much of the blood would be that of Jews. When large numbers of Jews fell rapidly under Nazi control in 1941, some managed to flee to the Soviet Union, but the Soviet state did not make any plans that took into account the dangers facing the Jewish population across the border. 34 When the Nazis invaded the Soviet Union and the mass shootings of Jews began, the Soviet authorities maintained a systematic and sustained silence about what was happening. For example, the first report that 52,000 Jews had been murdered at Babi Yar was revised down to a figure of 1,000. 35 The war itself was defined in national terms that had nothing to do with the murder of Jews as such. As one Military Council leader put it in 1943, citing Stalin, 'some comrades of Jewish descent believe that this war is being fought to save the Jewish nation. These Jews are mistaken. We fight the Great Patriotic War for the salvation, the freedom and the independence of our homeland led by the Great Russian people'. 36 The practical consequence of this kind of national framing of the conflict with the Nazis was that Jews as Jews were left to fend for themselves. One historian maintains that 'neither from the Soviet state nor from the Party was there a single appeal to underground organisations or the local population to help Soviet Jews'. 37 After the Holocaust, such indifference evolved into a more familiar pattern. As the Red Army swept west, a Soviet Extraordinary State Commission to Investigate German-Fascist Crimes was set up and given specific instructions to avoid stating that the victims of massacres had been Jews. Along with four other anti-fascist committees, a Jewish anti-Fascist Committee (JAC) had been set up by the Soviet regime in 1942 and had made efforts to publicise for a Western audience what the Nazis were doing to Jews. One of its major projects, published in early 1946, was a detailed record of Nazi crimes, The Black Book: The Nazi Crime Against the Jewish People. The fate of this book and the committee is instructive. Even though the regime had carefully vetted membership of the JAC, it was, from the outset, concerned with potential deviations from party orthodoxy on the Jewish question. Drafts of The Black Book aroused serious concerns within the regime, precisely because of its emphasis on what was done to Jews, and it was withdrawn in late 1947 from publication on the grounds that it contained 'grave political errors'. All copies were destroyed, along with the typesetting. 38 With the defeat of the Nazis, the JAC had outlived its tactical utility and it was closed down long before other anti-fascist committees. The first victim was its leading activist and spokesman, the playwright Solomon Mikhoels, who was murdered on Stalin's personal orders in January 1948. Other members, some of them die-hard Stalinists, were arrested, tortured, charged and in almost all cases shot. 39 The two decisive charges laid against leaders of the JAC, those of Zionism and cosmopolitanism, appear at first sight bizarrely contradictory but what connected them were connotations of disloyalty, lack of patriotism, foreignness and investment in world Jewish conspiracy. The charge of 'Zionism' rested on a selective nationalism that claimed to distinguish between its 'progressive' and 'reactionary' forms and was premised on the disloyalty of Jews conspiring with other Jews to cling to a national identity they should have long foresworn. The phrase 'rootless cosmopolitan Jew' revealed an antipathy to cosmopolitanism, as well as to Jews, that Marx himself did not share. 40 As one loyal Stalinist put it, 'cosmopolitanism is an ideology alien to the workers. Communism has nothing in common with cosmopolitanism, that ideology which is characteristic of representatives of banking firms and international suppliers of weapons and their agents'. Another described cosmopolitanism as 'a false, senseless, strange and incomprehensible phenomenon' and the cosmopolitan as 'a corrupt, unfeeling creature, totally unworthy of being called by the holy name of man'. 41 The dual charges of Zionism and cosmopolitanism formed the basis of a distinctive contribution Stalinised Marxism made to the post-Holocaust repertoire of antisemitism, which was by no means confined to the Soviet Union. In the late 1940s and 1950s, this repertoire was polished in a series of show trials throughout Eastern Europe, most infamously in that of Rudolf Slansky in Eastern Europe, a template for many others. 42 By combining apparent opposites, it re-connected with a long tradition in which Jews could be accused of seemingly contradictory crimes. What connected these charges as new forms of the Jewish question was the representation of Jews both as a transnational group with connections and loyalties which ran across national boundaries, and as a national group with connections and loyalties to a nation state of their own. Either way, Jews could be treated as enemies of the internationalism supposedly embodied in the Soviet state. 43 Left Marxism, whose centre of gravity was the Trotskyist movement but which also included more libertarian sections of the radical left, was ferociously critical of Stalinised Marxism but was not necessarily able to frame a more coherent understanding of antisemitism. Although it is true that the official position of the Bolsheviks, at least after 1905, was that antisemitism was a fundamentally reactionary force, when it came to combating antisemitism even and perhaps especially during the revolution, the practice was quite different. As Brendon McGeevor has shown, the Red Army itself committed extensive antisemitic violence and was responsible for over 8% of pogroms launched in the Ukraine (Petluira's counter-revolutionary army being responsible for some 40%). Prominent in the slogans pronounced by Red Army units as they fought their way across the Ukraine were calls to 'smash the bourgeoisie, smash the Yids. Long live Soviet power!' When efforts were belatedly made to contain this violence, they were organised not by the party leadership but by former members of the Bund and left-Zionist groups who had come over to the Bolsheviks at that time. 44 They were all later murdered in the Stalinist terror of the 1930s. 45 It is in this context that we might consider the evolution of Leon Trotsky's understanding of the threat posed by antisemitism. In 1905 Trotsky, like Luxemburg, had seen for himself how antisemitism had been whipped up by the state and how quickly it could mobilise and license the mob to perform acts of extreme violence. This did not prevent him being alarmingly slow, along with other Bolshevik leaders, to react to the antisemitic violence carried out by the Red Army, much of it before he assumed control, 46 but he did have a more acute sense than other Marxists of where it might lead. Norman Geras has suggested that in Trotsky's evocative writing on the pogroms of 1905, we can find the roots of his foreboding in 1938 that with or without war 'the next development of world reaction signifies with certainty the physical extermination of the Jews'. 47 Trotsky's awareness of the genocidal thrust of Nazi antisemitism showed an ability to think critically about the Jewish question in ways that most of his followers were unable to comprehend or sustain. 48 In the immediate aftermath of the Holocaust Ernest Mandel, who was to become one of the most influential of postwar Trotskyists, acknowledged the challenge posed by the Holocaust before equating the annihilation of the Jews to the postwar expulsion of Germans from Poland and Czechoslovakia: 'the death trains have again begun moving but this time in the opposite direction with a different human freight … if Hitler constructed the trap for the Jews, it was the Anglo-Americans who sprang it … the massacre of the Jews is borne equally with Nazism … by all of imperialism'. 49 The analogy Mandel drew between the Holocaust and the expulsion of Germans, and that between Nazi culpability and imperialism more generally, signalled an unwillingness or inability to think about genocidal antisemitism as such. Mandel was by no means alone in displaying such reluctance. For example, those involved in one of the most intellectually fertile splits from orthodox Trotskyism, grouped around the journal Socialisme ou Barbarie, largely ignored the Holocaust. 50 A similar neglect can be observed among the 1968 generation of radical leftists where various versions of Maoism jostled for influence with Trotskyists. 51 The most influential Maoist group in France, Gauche Prolétarienne, represented itself as heir to the anti-fascist partisan movement and equated Israel's treatment of the Palestinians to Nazism -an early instance of what has subsequently become a common anti-Zionist thematic. While the Gauche Prolétarienne leaders eventually drew back from this position, recognising how easily it could slide into antisemitism, others were less reticent. 52 Some sections of the German radical left also made this equation, leading to a shocking incident on the anniversary of Kristallnacht in 1969 when a bomb was planted in a Jewish community centre to draw attention to the ways in which the Jewish state had supposedly become the leading contemporary perpetrator of crimes against humanity or even genocide. 53 Several decades after his first foray into writing about the Holocaust, Mandel reformulated his position. He now acknowledged that 'there can be no greater injustice than Auschwitz' and described its crimes as 'the worst in history', but he did not explore the centrality of antisemitism to the Nazi project. 54 He argued that the murder of other categories of 'sub-humans' was being planned by the Nazis, and that this was the result of a wider phenomenon -the emergence of a biological hyper-racism that legitimated imperialist exploitation. Mandel's reformulation was part of a growing literature exploring connections between imperialism and genocide, an approach that illuminates important elements of the Nazi project, especially in relation to the killing fields of Eastern Europe, 55 but not the role of antisemitism in the conception and execution of the Holocaust. Jews were not just one of many targets but the primary focus of a movement designed to bring about their total annihilation; Jews were not just colonial subjects exploited in Eastern Europe but were transported there from all over Europe to be tormented, tortured and finally murdered.
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Rethinking antisemitism: Adorno, Horkheimer and the
Dialectic of Enlightenment
While most Marxists had great difficulty in thinking about how Jews could be cast as such an enemy, we have seen that there were exceptions able to develop a more critical and self-critical approach. The most significant contribution to Like the rest of their colleagues in the Frankfurt School, they were initially reluctant to make antisemitism a central focus of their research, and even as they deployed new methods of enquiry -designed to integrate insights from psychoanalysis into a Marxist frame of reference in order to explain how and why the proletariat failed to halt Hitler's rise to power -they eschewed any sustained discussion of antisemitism. Although many of the School's most prominent members were targeted as Jews, they initially preferred to downplay the question of antisemitism and think of themselves at risk predominantly because they were Marxists. 57 It was not until 1938 that Horkheimer, the acknowledged director of the School, produced its first serious effort to think about antisemitism in his essay 'The Jews and Europe'. 58 The emphasis on Europe in the title was promising in terms of breaking from a strictly national frame of reference but the essay was uneven, as Horkheimer himself later recognised when he decided not to have this essay republished in his collected works. Horkheimer reverted in this essay to an economistic form of Marxism that elsewhere he and his colleagues had gone beyond, seeking to explain what was happening to Jews primarily as an effect of changes in capitalism that made them economically redundant. Identifying Jews as representative of commercial capital, he argued that they were losing their social function as capitalism entered a new phase of development. 'The Jews are stripped of power as agents of circulation, because the modern structure of the economy largely puts that whole sphere out of action … The result is bad for the Jews. They are being run over. Others are the most capable today: the leaders of the new economy and the state'. 59 Horkheimer's article has been criticised for the 'gloating and reproving tone' in which it appears to blame 'rich Jews' for antisemitism and for ignoring the substantial number of German Jews and huge numbers of Jews from further East who were not capitalists of any description, commercial or otherwise. 60 Horkheimer's core assumption, however, was that the attack on Jews was a means to another end and a temporary product of 'the ascendant phase of fascism'.
At most, antisemitism in Germany is a safety valve for the younger members of the SA. It serves to intimidate the populace by showing that the system will stop at nothing. The pogroms are aimed politically more at the spectators than the Jews. 61 This line of argument reappeared in the Frankfurt School's major work on the Nazi state, Franz Neumann's Behemoth (1942). Neumann insisted, at the very moment that the annihilation programme began in earnest with gas chambers Robert Fine and Philip Spencer -9781526104960 Downloaded from manchesteropenhive.com at 08/01/2019 01:39:56AM via free access fully operational, that the Nazis would 'never allow a complete extermination of the Jews. The foe cannot and must not disappear'. 62 Antisemitism was not an end in itself but 'only the means to the attainment of the ultimate objective, namely the destruction of free institutions, beliefs and groups … the testing grounds for universal terrorist methods directed against all those groups and institutions not fully subservient to the Nazi system'. It was to be understood as 'a spearhead of terror'. Like other forms of Nazi ideology, which were 'mere arcana dominationis, techniques of domination', Neumann argued that antisemitism was used or discarded to fit the needs of the day. 63 He wrote to Adorno that one could quite properly 'represent National Socialism without attributing to the Jewish problem a central role'. 64 It might be argued that these members of the Frankfurt School, who were by then in American exile and far removed from where the killing was taking place, did not have sufficient information about what was happening to Jews. This is not, however, a compelling explanation, given that Neumann (as well as his close colleague, Herbert Marcuse) was employed as an analyst of Nazi Germany by the US government, which was better informed about the mass killing of Jews than was for many years admitted. 65 It might also be argued that it is unfair to criticise members of the Frankfurt School with the benefit of hindsight given the widespread failure to understand what was happening to Jews. 66 After all, 'even veteran anti-Semites found it hard to imagine that the Nazi regime seriously intended to make the Jewish people extinct'. 67 It is all the more remarkable, then, that Adorno and Horkheimer had the courage to re-think this approach to understanding antisemitism and the assumptions of the Jewish question running through it.
Adorno had already begun to have premonitions about what the Nazis might be intending. As one commentator has put it, Adorno 'seems to have become more sensitive to the approaching storm than others in the group'. 68 In February 1938, in a letter to Horkheimer, he raised the possibility of gassing and pointed to the acute vulnerability of Jews under existing national conditions: 'There can be scarcely any room for doubt that the remaining Jews in Germany will be wiped out; for as the dispossessed, no country in the world will grant them admission'. 69 What was being done to Jews was moving closer to the centre of their concerns. In August 1940 Adorno wrote to Horkheimer: 'under the influence of the latest news from Germany … I cannot stop thinking about the Jews any more. It often seems to me that everything that we used to see from the point of view of the proletariat has been concentrated with frightful force upon the Jews … who are now at the opposite pole to the concentration of power'. 70 The antisemitism question was no longer a marginal issue. As Adorno put it, 'antisemitism is today really the central injustice, and our form of physiognomy must attend to the world where it shows its face at its most gruesome'. 71 This change of focus required radical rethinking. The elimination of a whole group of people, the attempt to remove them not only from one geographical area but whoever accuses the Jews today aims straight at humanity itself. The Jews have become the martyrs of civilisation … To protect the Jews has come to be a symbol of everything mankind stands for … The Jews have been made what the Nazis always pretended they were -the focal point of world history. 72 To understand how and why this group became the object of such dedicated destructive intent required a major re-assessment, not only of antisemitism but also of the Marxist tradition itself. Horkheimer came to realise, as he wrote to Marcuse, that 'the problem of antisemitism is much more complicated than I thought' and that to understand it, one had to connect economic and political factors with anthropological ones, to 'show these factors in their constant interconnection and describe how they permeate each other'. 73 This major project was to be conducted at several levels. Horkheimer and Adorno began by sketching out a 'genealogy' of antisemitism. 74 In a wide-ranging 1941 research proposal they suggested that this would require the study inter alia of the First Crusade, the Albigensian heresy, Jew-baiting in twelfth-and thirteenth-century England, the Reformation, the French Revolution, the German war of resistance to Napoleon, and political antisemitism in the nineteenth and twentieth centuries! 75 This comprehensive historical study was to be accompanied by a series of research projects into contemporary antisemitism, including in the United States where they had been based since leaving Germany. Working with Jewish organisations such as the American Jewish Committee and the Jewish Labour Committee, they developed several research proposals on antisemitism that involved collaboration with a wide range of scholars. 76 At the same time, Horkheimer and Adorno fundamentally recast their approach to antisemitism as part of a larger re-appraisal of the Enlightenment legacy in their Dialectic of Enlightenment, the last chapter of which was devoted to analysing 'the elements of antisemitism' and 'the limits of Enlightenment' antisemitism represented. 77 This was the culmination of an argument they were working out in the book, to explore how it was that the development of civilisation regressed into the endeavour of a modern state (in one of the most advanced societies in the world) to murder a whole category of people and erase the idea of humanity.
One source of inspiration for this project was located within the Marxist tradition. At the outset of the First World War, when Rosa Luxemburg was resisting the nationalism to which many of her peers on both sides of the conflict had succumbed, she recalled Engels' warning that modern civilisation might regress into barbarism. In contemplating such a possibility, Luxemburg sketched out 78 The example she drew on was that of the genocide of Armenians, committed by one of the warring parties during the First World War, the Ottoman regime, with the connivance of the German state. 79 This genocide provided not only a precedent but an inspiration to Nazis, as Hitler made explicit when he told his generals that 'no one now remembers the Armenians' (meaning, as Omer Bartov acidly comments, that he and his audience did remember all too well). 80 The 'final solution to the Jewish question' arguably went beyond even what was done to the Armenians: the aim was not 'only' deportation, plunder and mass murder in one region under the cover of war, but to hunt Jews down across Europe and the world, including of course Palestine, and annihilate the whole lot. 81 Why were Jews singled out for extermination? The final chapter of Dialectic of Enlightenment did not come to a conclusion and was arguably not intended to do so. The title of the chapter 'Elements of antisemitism' suggested that no comprehensive explanation was possible or desirable. The concern of Horkheimer and Adorno was not to provide the kind of determinist account one finds in orthodox Marxism, which would mean that what happened had to happen, but to keep history open, i.e. to resist closure and avoid final conclusions. It was not necessarily a weakness that there was no clear hierarchy among the 'elements' they discussed. 82 Their approach was rather an attempt to understand how the different elements of antisemitism were combined and recombined, and why the appearance of one element did not necessarily entail the disappearance of another. 83 As the use of the term 'dialectic' in the book title suggests, older elements could be preserved and subsumed within the new framework. This is what Horkheimer and Adorno argued, for example, in the case of religious forms of antisemitism, which were variously 'channelled' or 'converted' into secular forms. 84 At various points, Horkheimer and Adorno appear to regress to earlier positions mainstreamed within Marxism: sometimes to economic reductionism, sometimes to holding Jews responsible for their own predicament, sometimes to the suggestion that Jews might be interchangeable with any other group. No thinkers easily break free from initial assumptions, and the difficulties of understanding posed by what was happening to Jews were so acute that it was tempting to resort to familiar nostrums. What is striking about this work is how much rethinking of their original presuppositions was nonetheless involved and how this process of rethinking appears, as it were, on the page itself.
Adorno and Horkheimer began with a statement of recognition of the gravity of the problem. The acute danger facing Jews is that they have been 'branded as absolute evil by those who are absolutely evil … marked out as the absolute object of domination pure and simple … who must be wiped from the face of the earth'. 85 Although they briefly reverted to Horkheimer's original argument
Robert Fine and Philip Spencer -9781526104960 Downloaded from manchesteropenhive.com at 08/01/2019 01:39:56AM via free access that workers were the 'ultimate target', they took up the core issue raised in Marx's critique of Bauer, the connection between Enlightenment and the Jewish question, now reformulated in terms of the connection between liberalism and antisemitism. They maintained that liberalism appeared fundamentally opposed to Nazi antisemitism but could not provide the basis for a coherent response as long as it continued to assume that Jews had to give up something of their Judaism as the condition of becoming part of civilised society. To be sure, Horkheimer and Adorno recognised that not all liberals pathologise Jewishness, any more than all Enlightenment thinkers singled out Judaism as uniquely toxic, but they argued that assimilationist tendencies in liberalism were based on the assumption that the society into which Jews were supposed to assimilate possessed a unity and harmony that could only be disrupted by the persistence of a distinct and harmful Jewish identity. The apprehension they expressed is that the homogenising sense of national identity into which liberalism was drawn was moving inexorably in racist and antisemitic directions. Lurking within the liberal tradition, Horkheimer and Adorno discerned a potential for prejudice and persecution which found expression in the exclusion of Jews from the national community: 'The harmony of society which the liberal Jews believed in turned against them in the form of the harmony of a national community'. 86 The mistake was to think that 'antisemitism would distort that order which in reality cannot exist without distorting men. The persecution of the Jews, like any other form of persecution, is inseparable from that system of order'. 87 To be sure, Horkheimer and Adorno were tempted to explain antisemitism, as Horkheimer had done in 1938, as a 'diversion' by the 'ruling clique' that appealed to 'covetous mobs', but they understood that this scapegoat approach cannot explain why Jews were targeted. 88 What was needed was the recognition of antisemitism as 'deep-rooted in civilisation … a deeply imprinted schema, a ritual of civilisation' itself '. 89 They returned to the economic argument that insofar as Jews were confined to commercial and financial forms of capital, it was because they were 'still largely denied access to the origins of surplus value', but called for an understanding of how and why Jews are made into 'scapegoats not only for individual manoeuvres and machinations but in a broader sense, inasmuch as the injustice of the whole class is attributed to them'. Involved here was what Horkheimer and Adorno called the 'concealment of domination in production … an ideology cloaking the real nature of the labour contract'. 90 If what is concealed is represented as the fault of the Jews, antisemitism must play a key role in the legitimation of capitalism. At times Horkheimer and Adorno inverted the whole imagery of Jewish particularism characteristic of the Jewish question, declaring for instance that Jews have always been 'colonisers for progress': 'From the time when, in their capacity as merchants they helped to spread Roman civilisation throughout Gentile Europe, they were the representatives -in harmony with their patriarchal religion -of municipal, bourgeois and finally industrial conditions'. This was more than an economic role. Jews helped develop core ethical principles of the modern world only to discover that these principles did not apply to them: 'Those who proclaimed individualism, abstract justice and the notion of the person are now degraded to the condition of a species … they are never allowed to enjoy freely the civil rights which should allow them human dignity'. 91 The idea that Jews need to be civilised is turned on its head. That civilisation can turn on Jews in the name of progress can only mean there is something wrong with 'civilisation' and 'progress'.
Part of this interrogation involved rethinking the relationship of antisemitism to Christianity. Horkheimer and Adorno saw it as a mistake to think that the religious hostility that lay behind two thousand years of persecution of Jews had simply disappeared. Religion had been 'subsumed and not abolished' and a distinctively religious antisemitism remained available as a resource, even if secular antisemitism claimed to ignore religious considerations. That some did not ignore them was evident within the German Church in which, as they tartly observed, antisemitism was 'all that the German Christians have retained from the religion of love'. 92 The Enlightenment orthodoxy generally reserved greater scorn for Judaism than for Christianity: it saw Christianity as more universalistic than Judaism, since the Christian word of God was for all humanity while Judaism was for the chosen people alone, and as more imbued with the spirit of self-reflection, since it did not just follow the letter of the law: 'Do not be afraid; the Law is secondary to faith'. 93 Horkheimer and Adorno responded that in one respect Christianity represented a 'regression behind Judaism': beneath its apparently more enlightened version of monotheism there was a return to a primitive view of the world, which re-imported the pagan 'man-God' based on the assumption that 'the man Jesus has become God'. The temptation Adorno and Horkheimer found within Christian universalism was to represent the continued existence of Judaism as an obstacle to human progress -a stubborn problem that would not go away. They traced 'the religious origin of antisemitism' back to the notion that 'the adherents of the religion of the Father are hated by those who support the religion of the Son -hated as those who know better'. 94 Horkheimer and Adorno picked up on the wing of Enlightenment and then of socialism that sought to make a decisive break from the Jewish question. Antisemitism has to do with what is projected onto Jews, not with the conduct of Jews themselves. What was needed was an understanding of 'the mental energy harnessed by antisemitism', 95 which they identified with projection of what is intolerable inside oneself onto Jews: 'Antisemitism is self-hatred, the bad conscience of the parasite'. 96 This is why Horkheimer and Adorno distinguished between projection as such, which is necessary to all perception based on the 'distinction between within and without' and on the possibility of 'self-awareness and the conscience', 97 and false projection characterised by absence of reflection: since he [the antisemite] no longer reflects on the object, he ceases to reflect upon himself … Instead of the voice of conscience, he hears other voices; instead of examining himself in order to decipher the protocol of its own lust for power, [he] attributes the 'Protocols of the Elders of Zion' to others … It [false projection] invests the world boundlessly with its own content. 98 The content of antisemitism is filled with 'fantasies of Jewish crimes, infanticide and sadistic excess, poisoning of the nation and international conspiracy'. While these fantasies go back a long way, what was new to the Nazi period was their 'practical implementation' which 'goes beyond the evil content of the projection'. 99 Nazism was a 'special case of paranoiac delusion'. 100 Common to all paranoiacs is confusion between the inner and the outer world: 'Impulses which the subject will not admit as his own even though they are most assuredly so, are attributed to the object -the prospective victim'. In genocidal antisemitism 'this behaviour is made political: the object of the illness is deemed true to reality; and the mad system becomes the reasonable norm in the world'. 101 While the 'solitary paranoiac' interprets the world 'in a private manner which is shared by no one and therefore appears totally mad', among Nazis 'illness is socialised … Projecting their madness, they see conspiracy … everywhere'. 102 Their project is to eliminate opposition through violence, first against individuals and then against collectivities through a 'carefully conceived strategy of extermination'. 103 Violence binds the community as a racialised nation: 'the normal member of society dispels his own paranoia by participation in the collective form and clings passionately to the objectivised, collective and confirmed forms of delusion'. 104 The corollary of Nazi paranoia is the desire for omnipotence: 'The antisemites try to realise their negative absolute by their own power, and change the world into the hell which they always thought it was'. 105 The elimination of difference becomes a 'substitute for omnipotence. It is as though the serpent who said to the first men "you will be as God" had redeemed its promise in the paranoiac. He makes everything in his own image. … His will permeates the universe'. The desire for total domination is 'the mocking image of divine power … like the devil … driven by compulsion … If it is said that divine power attracts creation, satanic power likewise draws everything into its own impotence. This is the secret of its domination'. 106 'The Jews' of antisemitic paranoia are thought to lag behind civilisation and yet to be too far ahead of it: they are both clever and stupid, similar and dissimilar. They are declared guilty of something which they … were the first to overcome: the lure of base instincts, reversion to animality … the service of images. Because they invented the concept of kosher meat, they are persecuted as swine. The antisemites make themselves the executors of the Old Testament: they want the Jews who have eaten of the tree of knowledge to return unto dust. 107 The return of the Jews, who were in fact 'defenceless victims', unto dust found its juridical protection 'in the name of the legal principle of sovereign national rights, which tolerates any act of violence in another country'. 108 There appeared to be nothing to stop the Nazis going ahead with their paranoid projection: to 'forcibly make over [the Jews] into a physical semblance of that image of death and destruction', which they with their 'fantasies of Jewish crimes' projected onto them.
109

Contributions of critical theory to the critique of the Jewish question
Adorno and Horkheimer's analysis of the elements of antisemitism reveals that it was, as Horkheimer already sensed, a more complicated question than they previously thought. To think about it, they had to break radically from the assumptions of the Jewish question in all its variants, including those of orthodox Marxism, and reconstruct its critique in the context of its 'final solution'. The further question that arose for Horkheimer and Adorno was what would happen to antisemitism after the Holocaust, once there was general recognition of the barbarism it represented. Would such recognition designate the disappearance of antisemitism? They feared this might not be the case. Although Nazi Germany was militarily defeated and the Holocaust was stopped before the 'final solution' was fully final, there could be no guarantee that antisemitism would simply disappear from the social and political landscape. The dissection of different elements of antisemitism in Dialectic of Enlightenment suggests that it was possible for them to be added to and recombined in new ways as long as there was a Jewish question to consider. In defeated Germany, they found evidence of a persisting Jewish question being rearticulated in new ways. In a study conducted in 1950-1951, when they had returned to Germany, they maintained that in some quarters antisemitism had been reworked and protected behind a wall of sophisticated defence mechanisms, which turned the perpetrator into victim and victim into perpetrator. 110 They saw this inversion as a distinctive feature of post-Holocaust antisemitism. The defensive move to accuse the Jews of their own crimes revealed a reluctance to think about what was done to Jews or about the return of antisemitism. Adorno deployed the term 'secondary antisemitism' to conceptualise a prejudice he found extant among some Germans, that 'the Jews' were culpable of exploiting German guilt over the Holocaust. He argued that the existence of secondary antisemitism in postwar Germany expressed a failure to see the difference between merely mastering the Nazi past (Vergangenheitsbewaltingung) and working through it (Aufarbeitung der Vergangenheit); between a superficial break with Nazi rule and the greater challenge of reflecting on the roots of antisemitism in the modern age.
On the radical left, there was much justified criticism of the continuing presence of former Nazis in German society and the German state and of the reluctance of older generations to examine what had been done to Jews. Consumed by the idea that fascism had not been definitively vanquished, however, a way of thinking developed within the left that came to the reductive judgment that there was in the end no significant difference between liberal democracy and Nazism. In the 1960s, in the course of rightful protests against the Vietnam War, this critique was extended to the United States and the West more generally. The place of Israel in this frame of reference was particularly striking. The Jewish nation came to be seen as the archetypal perpetrator of imperialist crimesaccused of committing the same crimes against the Palestinians as the Nazis had committed against the Jews. The Jews became the new Nazis. Fortunately, this was not the only response within the Marxist left but it set the scene of a reconfiguring of the Jewish question. It was in part because Adorno and Horkheimer had come to reject this frame of reference that they were forced to part ways with a student movement that they had inspired. 111 Adorno and Horkheimer understood that antisemitism is not invariant but an evolving social phenomenon, that its various elements can be combined and recombined in different settings, that it is not the problem of one nation only but for humanity itself, and that it casts a very dark shadow on any claim that History is proceeding 'inevitably' or even 'dialectically' in a progressive direction. 112 They revived an alternative tradition to face up to antisemitism not as a 'niche issue' or 'interlude' (zwischenspiel ), as Adorno put it, but as a deeply rooted problem of humanity, and to see the 'final solution' as a catastrophe whose meaning was far from exhausted. 113 They drew on a critique of the Jewish question that was formative for Marx but marginal to the mainstreams of Marxism.
The existence of a body of Enlightenment universalism that confronts the idea of a 'Jewish question' is too often glossed over. It was a great strength of critical theory both to re-affirm the validity of universalism as a principle, and to insist that it loses all meaning when set in opposition to the particular. Those approaches to Enlightenment that do not address its internal relation to antisemitism are as flawed as those that do not address its internal relation to slavery, for they both erase human suffering from the history of political thought. This is not to endorse a counter-current that knows how to condemn universalism for its exclusionary relation to Jews and slaves but remains oblivious to its humanist worth.
The question Horkheimer and Adorno posed in the shadow of catastrophe was 'whether the ruled can see and control themselves in the face of absolute 
